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7V> th* Ho*** of R*pr*«tnuuiv43:
I have received and carefully considered (lie

bill entitled " An act lo provide lor the ascertain¬
ment ol' claims* ol American citizens tor spolia¬
tions committed by the French prior to the thirty-
first of July, one thousand eight hundred and one,
mid, in the discharge of a duty imperatively en¬

joined on me by the Constitution, I return the
name, with my objections, to the House of Rep¬
resentative#. in which it originated.

In the orgauizaftoii of the government of the
United States, the legislative and executive func-
t;ons were separated, and placed in distinct hands.
Although the President is required, from time to
time, to recommend to the consideration of Con-
graft* such measures as he shall judge necessary
and expedient, his participation in the formal
business of legislation is limited to the single
duty, iu a certain contingency, of demanding lor
!> bill a particular form ot vole, prescribed by the
Constitution, betore it can become h law. He is
not invested with power lo defeat legislation by
an absolute veto, but only to restrain it, and is
charged with the duty, iu case he disapproves a

measure, of invokiug a second, and a more delib¬
erate and solemn consideration of it on the part
of Congress. It is not incumbent on the Preai
dent to sign a bill as a matter of course., and thus
merely to authenticate the aciiou of Congress, for
he must exercise intelligent judgment, or be faith¬
less to the trust reposed in him. If.he approve a
bi'l lie shall sign it; but if iiot. he shall return it,
wuh his objections, to thai house in which it shall
have originated, for such further action as the
Constitution demands, which is its euactment, if
at ail, not by a bare numerical majority as in the
fust instance, but by a constitutional majority of
two. thirds of boih houses.
While the Constitution thus confer* on the leg

islative bodies the complete power of legislation
in ali cams, it proceeds, in the spirit ofjustice, to
prov.de for the protection ot' the responsibility ol
the President. It does not compel him to affix the
signature of approval to any bill unless it actually
have his approbation, for, while it requires him to
sign if he approve, it, in my judgment, imposes
upou hiiii the jluty of withholding his signature if
he do not approve. In the execution ot his offi¬
cial duty in th s respect, he is not to perform a
mere mechanical part, but is to deeide and act ac¬

cording to conscientious convictions of the right¬
fulness or the wrongfulness of the proposed law
Iu a matter as to which he is doubtful in his tiwn

mind, lie may well defer to the majority of the two
Huu.es. Individual members ot the respective
Houses, owing to the nature, variety, and amount
of business pending, must necessarily rely, for
their guidance in many, perhaps most cases, when
the matters involved are not of popular interest,
upon the investigation of appropriate committees,
or, it may be, thai of a single member, whose at-

* lenuon aas been particularly directed to the sub¬
ject. For similar reasons, but even to a greater
. stent, from the number and variety of subject*
d«.!y urged upon his attention, ibe President nat-

uruiiy relies much upon the investigation had, and
the results arrived at, by the two Houses, and
hi-fice those results, in large classes of cases, con¬
stitute the basis upon which his approval rests
The President s responsibility is to the whole peo¬
ple of the United State* ; as that of a senator is to
the people of s particular State, that of a repre¬
sentative to the people of a State or district; an"
H may be sately assumed'.hat he will not resort to
the clearly-defined and limned power ot arresting
legislation, anil calling for reconsideration of any
measure, except in obedience to requirements ot
duty. When, however, he entertains a decisive
anil fixed conclusion, not merely of the unconsti¬
tutionality..-but of the impropriety, or injustice in
ether respects, of any measure, if he declire that
he approves it, he is false to his oath, and be de-
lioeiately disregards his constitutional obliga
tiona.

I cheerfully recognize the weight of authority
which attaches to the action of a majority of the
two bouses. But in this case, as in some others
the framers of our Constitution, for wise consid¬
erations of pubuc good, provided that nothing le*«
lhan a iwo-lbirds voteoloneor both of the bouse*
of Congress shall become effective to bind the co¬
ordinate departments ol the government, the peo¬
ple, and lh« several Stales, if there be anything
of seeming individiousness in the official right
thus con erred on the President, it is in uppear
ance ouiy, tor the same right of approving or dis¬
approving u bill, according to each oue a own

judgment, is conferred on every member of the
Senate and of the House of Representatives.

It is apparent, therefore, thai the circumstances
must be extraordinary which would induce- the
President to withhold approval from a bill involv¬

ing no violation ol the Constitution. The amount
of ibe claims proposed to be discharged by the bill
before me. the nature ol the transactions in which
those c.aims are alleged to have originated, the
length of time during which they have oct-epied
the attention of Congress and the country, present
such an exigency. Their imtoiy renders it im-

possible thai a President w ho has participated to
any considerable degree in public affaira could
Lave failed to form, respecting them, a decided
opinion, upon what be would deem satisfactory
1 rotiuds. Nevertheless, instead of resting on lor-
;ner opinions, it has -.eemed to me proper to review
and more caietully examine the whole subject, so
at satisficlonly to determine the nature and ex-
lent ol my obligations in the premises.

1 feel called upon, at the threshold, to notice an
assertion, often repealed, that the refusal of the
T'uited States lo satisfy these claims, in the man¬
ner provided by the present bill, rests as a stain

qpa tue justice of out co .ntry. li it l>e no, the im¬

putation on the public honor is aggravated by the
consideration that ibe claims are coeval with the
present century, and it has been a persistent'
wrong dunug th»t whole period of lime. The «l
legation is, t»at private property has been taken
for public use wuhout just compensation, in vio
lation ol express provision of the Constitution;
and that reparation has been withheld, and justice
denied, until the injured parties havr for the most
part descended to the grave. Out it is not to br
forgotten or overlooked, that those who repre¬
sented ibe people, in different rapacities, at the
time yvhen the alleged obligations were incurred,
and to whom the charge of injustice attaches, to
the fist instance, have al«> passed away, and
borne with ibem tLe special information which
com oiled tbeir decision, and. it nit) be well pre¬
sumed, constituted the justification of their acts.

If, however, the charge in question be well
founded, although its admiasioa would inscribe on
our history a page which we might desire most
of all to obliterate, and although, if true, it must
pa nlully d slurb our confidence in the justice
and the h'gh sense of moral and gluteal rr

xponsibiLty of iho«e whose memories we have
been taught to cherish with so much reverence
and respect, still, we hnve only one course of ac¬
tion lett to us. and that is, to make the most
prompt and ample reparation in our power, and
consign the wrong, as far s* may be, to forgetful-
MM.

Br.t no such heavy sentence of condemnation
should be lightly passed upon the sagacious and
patriotio men who participated in the transaction'
cut of wb ch these c'aims are supposed to have
an«en and wh'J.from their ample means ol knowl¬
edge of the general subject in its minute details,
end from iheir official position, are peculiarly re¬

sponsible for whatever there is of wrong or injus¬
tice in the decisions of \b« goveinrr.ent.

Their justification constats in that which consti-
tu'.ct the objection to the present Mil.namely, the
absence of any indebtedness on the part of the
iTnitcfl States. The Charge of a denial of justice
In this case, and a consequent stain upon our na¬
tional character. hss not yet been endorsed by the
American people. But. if it were otherwise, this
bill, so far fri m relieving the past, would only
stamp on the present a more deep and indelible
atigrna. It admits the justice of the claim*, con¬
cedes that payment has been wrongfully wi h h* Id
f >r fifty years, and then proposes, not lo pay them,
but to compound with the public creditors by
providing, that whether the claims shall be pre¬
sented or not. whether the sum appropriated
rhaii pay much orliule of whM shall be found due,
ibe law itselfshall coitsliffite a perpetual bar to all
imure demand". Tins is not, in my judgmeut, the
v. ay to atone for wrong*, if tbey exist, nor to meet
subsisting obligations.

If new facts, not known or not accessible
.luring the administration of Mr. Jefferson. Mr.
Madison, or Mr. Monroe, had since been brought
to light, or new sources of information discovered,
this would greatly relieve the subject of embar¬
rassment. But nothing of this nature has oc¬
curred.
That those eminent statesmen had the best

means of arriving at a correct conclusion, no one
-a ill deny. Thai tbey never recognized the al¬
lseed obligation on the part of the government is
shown by the history of Iheir respective admin-
Jtlrations Indeed it atsnda, not as a matter of
i'<n<roltlng authority, but as a fact of history, that
these claims have never since our existence as a

ration been deemed by any President worthy of
recommendation to Congress.
Claims to payment can rest only on tba plea of

indebtedness on the part of the government Tbia
/equrres that it ahoufd b« shown tbat the T'nited

States have incurred liability to the claimant*'
cither t>y such ucis as deprived them of their
properly, or by having actually takeu it lor public
Ufti without making just compeiiMtion for it.
The first branch of the profioaition.that on

which au equitable claim to be indemnified by the
United State* for losses sustained might rest.re¬
quires at least a cursory examination of the history
of the transactions on which the claims depend.
The lirst link, which iu the chain of eveuts arrests
attention, is the trestles of alliance and of amity
and commerce between the United Stales and
France, negotiated in 1778. By those treaties,
peculiar privileges were secured to the armed
vessels of each of the contracting parties in the
ports of the other; the freedom of trade was

greatly enlarged ; and mutual obligations were in¬
curred by each to guarantee to the other their ter¬
ritorial possession* in America.

In 1792-'3, when war broke out between France
aud Great Britain, the former claimed privilege*
in Americau ports w hich our government did not
admit as deducible from the treaties of 177$, and
which it was held were in conflict with obliga¬
tions to the other belligerent powers. The libe¬
ral principle of one of the treaties referred to.
that free ships make free goods, and that subsis¬
tence and supplies were not contraband of war,
unless destined to a blockaded port.was found,
in a commercial view, to operate disadvantage¬
ous^- to France, ns compared with her enemy,
Great Britain, the latter as»erting, under the law
ot nations, the right to capture, as contraband,
supplies when bouud for an enemy's port.
Induced mainly, it is believed, by these consid¬

erations, the government of Fraud* decreed, on
the Dih of May, 1793, the nrst year of the war, that
"the French people are no longer permitted to
fultil towards the neutral ^powers in general the
vows they have so often manifested, and which
they constantly make for the full and entire liberty
ofcommerce and navigation and, as a counter
measure to the course of Great Britain, authorized
the seizure of neutral vessels bouud 10 an enemy's
port, in like manner as thai was done by her great
uiaralirae rival. This decree was made to act
retrospectively, and to continue until the enemies
ol France should desist from depredations on the
neutral vessels bound to the ports of France.
Then followed the embargo, by which our vessels
were detained in Bordeaux; the seizure of British
goods ou board of our ships and of the propertyof Ainericau citizens, under the pretence that it
belonged to English subjects, and the imprison¬
ment of American citizens captured on the high
seas.

Against these infractions of existing treaties
and violations of our rights as a neutral power,
we complained and remonstrated. For the pro¬
perty ol our injured citizens we demanded that
due compensation should be made, and from 1793
to 1797 used every means, ordinary and extraordi-
nary, to obtain redress by negotiation. In the last-
luentioued year these efforts were met by a refusal
to receive a minister sent by our government with
special instructions to represent the amicable dis¬
position of the government and people of the
United States, and their desire to remove jealousies
and to restore confidence by showing that the
complaints against ihem were groundless. Fail¬
ing in this, another attempt to adjust all differences
between the two republics were made in the form
of an extraordinary mission, composed of three
distinguished citizens, but the refusal to receive
was offensively repealed; aud thus terminated
this last effort to preserve peace and restore kind
relations with our early friend and ally, to whom
a debt of gratitude was due which the American
people have never been willing to depreciate or
to forget. Years of negotiation bad not only (ailed
to secure indemnity for our citizens aud exemp¬tion from further depredation, but these luug-con-uiiued efforts had brought upon the government
the suspension of diplomatic intercourse with
France, and such indignities as io induce Presi¬
dent Adams, in his message of May 16, 1797, to
Congress, courened in special session, to present
it as the particular matter for their consideration,and to speak of it in terms of Ihe highest indigna¬
tion. Thenceforward the action of our govern¬
ment assumed a character which clearly indicates
that hope wa* no longer eniertained from the ami-
cai-le leeliug or justice of the government of
Franca; and hence the subsequent measures
were those of force.
Ou the *4&ih of May, 1799, an act was passed for

the employment of tiie navy of the United States
against "armed vessels of tfte republic of France,"and authorized their capture, if "found hovering
on the roe si o I the United Stales lor the purposeof committing depredations on the vessels be ong-
in* to the citizens thereof." On the lStb of June,179*5, an act was passed prohibiting commercial
intercourse with Kranoe, uuder the.penalty of the
forfeiture of Ihe vessela so employed. On the
2-"th of June, tbe same year, an act to nrm the
merchant marine to oppose searches, capture ag
gressor*. and recspture Americsn vessels tsken
by the French. <Jn the ifsth of June same yesr,
an act for the condemnation and sale of French
vessels captured by authority of the act of2Stb ef
May preceeding. On the 27th of July, same year,
sn act abrogating the treaties aud the conven¬
tion which had been concluded between tbe
United Stales and France, and declared "that the
same shall not henceforth be tegarded as legallyobligatory on the goveanment or citizens of the
United Stales." On the 9th of tbe same month an
act was passed which enlarged the limits of the
hostilities then existing by authorizing our publicvessels to capture armed ve*«-els of France where-
ever found upon the high seas, a.nd conferred
power on the President to issue commissions to
private armed vessels to engage in like service.
These acts, though short of a declaration of war,

which would put all the citizens of each couutry
in hostility witq those of the other, were neve-
theless actual war, partial in its application, mari¬
time in its character, but which required the ex¬
penditure of much of our public treasure, and
much of tbe blood of our patriotic citizens who,
in vessels but little suited to the purporscs of war,
went forth to battle on the high sess for ihe rightsand security of their fellow-citizens, and to repelindignities offered to the national honor.

It is not then, berstise of any failure to use all
available means, diplomatic and military, to ob¬
tain reparation that liability for private claims can
have been incurred by tbe United States; and if
there is any pretence for such liability, it must
flow from the sction, not from the neglect, of the
United Ststea. The first complaint on the part of
France was against the proclamation of Presi¬
dent Wasbiog'on, of April 22, 1793 At that
early period in the war which involved Austria,
Prussia, Sardinia, tbe United Netherlands, and
Great Britain ou the one part, and France on the
otber, the great and wise man who was the
Chief Executive, as he was and had been the
gusrdipn of our then infant r* public, proclaimedthat "the duly and interest of Ihe Uuited
Stales require that they should, with sincerityanJ good faith, adopt and pursue a conduct
friendly and impartial towards the belligerentpowers." This attitude of neutrality, it was pre¬tended, was in disregard of the obligations ot
slliance bet we. u ihe United Slates and Frsnce
And Ibis, together wub Ihe often-renewed com¬
plaint that the stipulations of the treaties of 177s
bad not been observed and executed by theUntied States, formed the pretext for the series
of outrages upon our government and its citizens,
which finally drove us to seek redress and safctyby an appeal to force. Tbe treaiiea of 1778, so
long Ihe subject of French complaiots, are now
understood to be the foundation upon which are
laid the«e claims of indemnity from the United
States for spolialions committed by the French
prior to 1 bOO. The act of our government which
abrogated not only tbe treaties of 1778, hut also
the subsequent consular convention of 17S8, hss
already been referred to. and i| msy be well here
to inquire what Ihe rwrw of France was in re¬
lation thereto. By the decrees of 9th of Msy,17V3, 7th of July, 1790, and 2d of March, 1797, the
stipulations which were then and subsequently
most important lo the United States were ren¬
dered wholly inoperative. Tbe highly injuriouseffects which these decrees are known to have,
produced, show how vital were tbe provisions of
tresiy which they violated, and make manifest
the incontrovertible right of tbe United Stales to
declare, as tbe consequence of these acts of the
other contracting party, the treaties at an end.
Tbe next step in this inquiry is, whether the act

declaring the treaiies null and void was ever re¬
pealed. or whether by any other means the trea¬
ties were ever revived so as to be either the sub¬
ject or the source of nstional obligation. The war
which hss been descrilwd was terminated by ihe
treair of Paris of 1S00. and to that instrument it is
necessary to turn to find how much of pre-exist¬ing obligations between tbe two governments out¬lived the hostilities in which they had been en-
gsged. By the second article of tbe treaty of 1600,il was declared that the ministers plenipotentiaryof tbe two parties not being able to agree respect¬ing ihe treaties of alliance, amity, and commerceof 1778, and the convention of 17S6, nor upon the
indemnities mutually due or claimed, the partienwill negotiate further on these subjects at a con
venient time, and until they shall have agreed up¬
on these points, the said treaties and convention
shsll have no operation.
When the treaty was submitted to the Senste

of the United States the second article was dis¬
agreed to, and the treaty amended by striking it
out, and inserting a provision that the convention
then made should continue in force eight yearsfrom the date of ratification, which convention,
thus amended, was accepted by the First Consul
pf Franoe, with ihe addition of a note explanatory

of his construction of the convention, to the effcct
thai by the retrenchment ol the second article the
two States renounce the respective pretensionswhich were the object of the saiJ article.

li will bo perceived by the language ol the
second article, as origiually framed by the nego¬
tiators, that they had iouud themselves unable to
adjust the controversies on which years of diplo¬
macy and of hostilities had been expended ; and
that they were at last compelled to postpone the
discussion of those questions to that most indefi¬
nite period, a "convenient time.'* All. then, of
these subjects which was revived by the conven¬
tion was the right to renew, when it should be
convenient to the parties, a discussion which had
already exhausted negotiation, involved the two
countries in a maritime war, and on which the
parlies had approached uo nearer to concurrence
than they were when the controversy began.The obligations of the treaties of 1778, and the
convention of 1788, were mutual, and estimated
to be equal. But, however onerous they may
have been to the United States; they had been ab¬
rogated. and ware not revived by the convention
of 1300, but expressly spoken of as suspendeduntil an event which could only occur by the
l>leasu>e of the United States. It seems c'c;ir,
then, that the United States were relieved of no
obligation to France by the retrenchment of the
second article of the convention; and it therebyFrance wns relieved of any valid claims against
her, the .United Slates received no consideration
in return, and that if private property was taken
by the United States from their own citizens, it
was not for public use But it is here proper to
inquire whether the United States did relieve
France from valid claims agaiust her on the partof citizens of the United States, and did thus de¬
prive them of their properly.The complaints and counter-complaints of the
two governments had been, that treaties were
violated, and thai both public and individual rightsand interest had been sacrified. The correspon¬dence of our ministers engbged in negotiations,both before and after the convention of 1800,
sufficiently proves how hopeless wns the effort to
obtain full indemnity from France for injuries in¬
dicted on our commerce from 1793 to 1800 unless
it should be by an account in which the rival pre¬
tensions of the two governments should each be
acknowledged, and the balance struck between
them.

It is supposable, antf may be inferred from the
contemporaneous history as probable, that had the
United Stales agreed in 1S00 lo revive the treaties
of 1 '79 and 17s8 with the construction which
France had placed upon them, that the latter gov¬
ernment would, on t»e other band, have agreed to
make indemnity for those spoliations which were
committed under the pretext that the United
Stutes were faithless to the obligations of the alli¬
ance between the two countries.
Hence the conclusion that the United States did

not sacrifice private rights or property to get rid
of public obligations, but only refused toreas«ume
public obligations for the purpose of obtaining the
recognition of the claims of American citizens on
the part of France.

All those claims which the French government
was willing to admit were carefully provided for
elsewhere in the convention, and the declaration
diti<~>nal note, bad no other application than to the
of the First Consul, which was appended in his ad-
claims which had been mutually made by the gov¬
ernments, but on which they had never approxi-mted to an adjustment. In confirmation of the
fact that our government did not intend to cease
from the prosecution of the just claims of our
citizens against France, reference is here made to
the annual message of President Jefferson of De¬
cembers, 1501, which opens with expressions ol
his gratification at the restoration of peace among
sister nations, and after speaking of the assurances
received from all nations with whom we had prin¬cipal relations, aud of tbe confidence thus inspir¬
ed that our peace with them would not have been
disturbed if they had continued at war with each
other, he proceeds to >av:

But a cessation of irregularities which had af¬
flicted the commerce of neutral nations, and ol
the irritations and injuries produced by them,
cannot but add to this confidence, and strenghten
at the same time the hope that wrongs committed
on unollending friends, under a prefsureof cir¬
cumstances! will now be reviewed with candor
and will be considered as founding just claims ol
retribution far trie past and new assurances for
the future."'

Th'- zeal and diligence with which the claims of
our citizens against France were pro»ecuted ap¬
pear in the diplomatic correspondence of the three
years next succeeding the convention of 1800,
and the effect of these efforts is made manifest in
the convention of 1803, in which provision is
made for payment of a *!*.. of ceaea, the consid¬
eration ol which France bad at all previous penods refused to entertain, and which are of that
very class which it has Heen often assumed were
released by striking out the second article ol
the conrentiou of 1600. This is shown by refer¬
ence to the preamble, and to the fourth and fifth
articles of the convention of 1803, by which were
admitted am«ng the debts due by France to citi¬
zens of the United Stales the amounts chargeable
for .. prizes made M «ea in which the appeal has
been properly lodged within the time mentioned
in the said convention of the 30th of September,
1900."' nnd this class was further defined to be
only " caf tnres of which the council of prizes shall
have ordered restitution, it being well understood
that the claimant cannot have recourse to the
United States, otherwise than he might have had
to the French republic, and only in case of the in¬
sufficiency of the captors."

If. as was affirmed on all hands, the convention
of 1803 was intended lo close all questions be¬
tween the government of France and the United
Slates, and twenty millions of francs were *et
ap irt as n sum which might exceed, but could not
fall short, of the debts due by France lo the citi¬
zens of the United Slates, how are we to recon¬
cile the claim now presented with the estimates
made by those who were of the time and imme¬
diately connected with the events, and whose in¬
telligence and integrity have in no small %gree
contributed to the character and prosperity of the
country in which we live? Is it rational to assume
that the claimants, who now present themselves
for indemnity by the United States, represent
debts which would have been admitted and paid
by France but for the intervention of the United
States1 And is it posaible to escape from the
effect of the voluminous evidence tendirg to estab¬
lish the fact lhat France resisted all these claims
.thst it waa only after lor<£ and skilful negotia¬
tion that the agents of the I niled Slates obtained
the recognition of such of the claims as were pro¬vided for in the conventions of 1800 and 1803'
And is not this conclusive against any pretensions
of possible success on the part of the clsimsnts if
left unaided to make their applications to France;
that the only debts due to American citizens
which have been paid by France are those which
were assumed by the United States as part of Ihe
consideration in the purchase of Lotiisisns?
There ia little which la creditable either to the

judgment or patriotism of tho»e of our felow-
citisens wbont this dsy arra<gn the justice, the
fidelity, or love of country of the men who founded
the republic, in representing them as having bar
tered away the property of individuals to escapefrom public obligations, snd then to have with¬
held from ibem just compensation. It hat been
gratifying to me, in tracing the history of these
claims, to find that ample evidence exists to re¬
fute an accusation which would impeach the pu
my, the justice, and themagnaaimitv of th« illus
trious men who guided and controlled tbe earlyde«tinies of the republic.

I pass from this review ofthe history of the sub¬
ject. and. omitting many substantial objections to
tbtse clsims, proceed to examine somewhat more
closely the only grounds upon which they csn bypossibility be maintained.

Before entering on this, it may be proper to
state distinctly certain propositions which, it is
admitted on ail hands, are essential to prove the
obligations of the government.

First. That at tbe date of the treaty of Septem¬ber 30, 1800, tbe«e claims were valid and subsist¬
ing as against France
Second. That they were releasedorextingoishedby the United Statea in that treaty, and by ihe

manner of its ratification-
Third. That they were so released or extin¬

guished for a consideration valuable to the gov-
ernmeni, but in which the claimants had no more
inteiest than sny other citizens.
The convention between the French republicsnd the United State* of America, signed at Paria

on the 30th day of September, lbOfT purports in
the preamble lo be founded on the equal desire of
the First Consul (Napoleon Bonaparte) and the
President of the Unitefl States to terminate the
differences which hrve arisen between the two
Statea. It declares, in tbe first place, that there
shall be firm, inviolable, and universal peace, and
a true and sincere friendship, between the French
republic and the Uniied Statea. Next it proceeds,in the second, third, fourth, and fifth articles, to
make provision in sundry respects, having refer¬
ence to past differences and the transition from
the state of war between the two conntrlestothat
of general and permanent peace. Finally, in the
residue "f the twenty-seventh article, it stipulates
anew the conditions of amity and mtercoerse.
commercial and political,/thereafter to exist, and,of course, to be substituted In place of the pre¬vious conditions of the treaties of alliance ana of
commerce, and tbe consular convention, which
are thus tacitly, but unequivocally, recognised as
no longer in foroe, but In effect abrogated, either

by the stale of war, or by the political action of the !
two republics.

111 »o far it the whole convention g«e»
to establish the tact that the previous trestles
wore admitted oo both sidea to beat mu coJ, uone
ot the articles are directly material to the present
question, save the following:
Aet. II. "The ininimers plenipotentiary of the

two parties not being nble to agree at present re¬

specting the treaty of alliance of 6th February,
1778, the treaty of amity and commerce of the
same date, nud the convention of the 14th No¬
vember, 1768, nor upon the indemnities mutually
due or claimed, the parties will negotiate further
on these subjects at a convenient time; and until
they may have agreed upon these points, the said
treaties and convention shall have no operation,and the relations of the two countries shall be re¬
gulated as follows:
Akt. V, ,,rIhe debts contracted by one of the

two nations with individuals of the other, or by
the individuals of oue with the individuals of the
other, shall be paid, or the payment may be prose¬cuted in the same manner ns it there had been no

misunderstanding between the two States. But
this clause shall not extend to indemnities claimed
on account of captures or confiscations."
On this convention being submitted to the'.Sen-

ate of the United Slates, they consented and ad¬
vised to its ratiiication with the following pro-
"Provided that the second article be expunged,

and that the following article be added or inserted:
It is agreed thai the present convention shall be
in force for the term of eight years from the time
of the exchange of rat ideations."

I he spirit and purpose of this change are appa¬
rent and unmistakable. The convention, as signed
by the respective plenipotentiaries, did not adjustall the points of controversy. Both nations, how¬
ever, desired the restoration of peace. Accord-
in8'y» to those matters, in the relations of the
two countries concerning which they could agree,
they did agree for the time being: and as to the
rest, concerning which they could not agree, they
suspeuded and postponed further negotiation.
Ihey abandoned no pretensions, they relin¬

quished no right on either side, but simply ad¬
journed the question until "a convenient time."
Meanwhile, and until the arrival of such conve¬
nient time, the relations of the two countries
were to be regulated by the stipulations of the
convention.
Of course, the convention was on its face a

temporary and provisional one, buj in the worst
possible lorm of prospective termination. It was
to cease at a convenient time. But how should
that convenient time be ascertained ? It is plain
that such a stipulation, while professedly not dis¬
posing of the proem controversy, had within
nselt the germ of a Iresh one ; for the two govern¬
ments might at any moment ,fall into dispute on
the question whether that convenient time bad or
had not arrived. The Senate of the United States
anticipated and prevented this question by the
only possible expedient.that is, the designation
of a precise date. This being done, the remaining
parts oi the second article became superfluous
and useless ; for, as all the provisions of the con¬
vention would expire in eight years, it would
necessarily follow that negotiations nrtist be re¬
newed within that period ; more especially as the
operation ot the amendment which covered the
whole convention wasthat even the stipulation of
peace in the first article became temporary and
expired in eight years, whereas that article, and
that article alone, was permanent according to
the original tenor of the convention.
The convention thus amended being submitted

to th* First Consul, was ratified by him, accompa¬
nying his act of acceptance by the following declar¬
atory note:

'. The government of the United States having¦dded in its ratification that theconvention should
be in force for the space of eight years, and havingomitted the second article, the government of the
French republic consents to accept, ratify and
confirm the above convention, with the addition
importing that the convention shall be in force for
the space of eight years, and with the retrench¬
ment of the second article : Provided that by this
retrenchment the two State* renounce the respec¬
tive pretensions which are the object of the said
article."
The convention, as thus ratified by the First

Consul, having been again submitted to the Sen-
oic of tbe United Slates, th'nt body resolved that
"they considered the convention as fully ratified,"
and returned the same to the President for pro-
mulgirion. and it was accordingly promulgated in
tbe usual form by President Jefferson.
Now, it i« clear, that in simply resolving that

4ithey considered theconvention as fully latified,"
the Senate did in fact abstain from any expressdeclareion of disaent or assent to the coastruc-
tioa put by the First Consul on the retrenchment
of tbe aecond article. If any inf«s«ece, b.yo.d
this, can be drawn from their resolution, it it, that
they regarded the proviso annexed by the First
Consul to his declaration of acceptance aa foreign
to the subject, as nugatory, or as without conse¬
quence or effect. Notwithstanding this proviso
they considered the ratification as lull, Ifthe new
proviso made any change in the previous import
of the convention, then it was not full. And in
considering it a full ratifu ution, they in substance
deny that the proviso did in any respect change
tbe tenor of tbe convention.
By tbe aecond article, as it originally stood,

neither republic had relinquished its existing
rights or pretensions either as to other previous
treaties, or the indemnities mutually due or
claimed, but only deferred the consideration of
them to a convenient time. By the amendment
of the Senate of the United States, that conve¬
nient time, instead of being left indefinite,wns fixed
at eight years; but no right or pretension of either
party was surrendered or abandoned.

If the Senate erred in assuming that the provisoadded by the First Consul did not affect the ques-
tion, then the transaction would amount to no¬
thing more than to have raised a new question to
l»e disposed of on resuming the negotiations.
namely, the question whether the proviso of the
r irst Consul did or did not modify or impair the
eflcct of tbe convention as it bad been ratified by
the Senate.

That such, and such only, was the true meaningand effect of the transaction, that it was not, and
was not intended to be. a relinquishment by the
nited Slate* of any existing claim on France,

and especially that it was not an abandonment of
any claims of individual cituens, nor the set off of
these against any conceded national obligations to
t ranee, is ahown by the fact that President Jeffer¬
son did at once resume and prosecute to success¬
ful conclusion negotiations to obtain from France
indemnification for ths claims of citizens of the
I nited States existing at the date of that conven¬
tion ; for on the 30th of April, 1803, three treaties
wer«j concluded at Pari* between the United
Ststea of America and the French republic, one
of which embraced the cession of Louisiana;
another stipulated for the payment of sixty mil¬
lions of franca by the United Stales to France;
snd a third provided, that for the satisfaction of
sums due by France to citisens of the United
Ststes at the conclusion of the convention of
.-epiember 30, 1800, and in express compliance
with the second and fifth articles thereof, a farther
sum of twenty millions of frsncs should b« appro,
priated and paid by the United States. In ihe
preamble to the first of these treaties, which ceded
Louioana, it is set forihthat.

" The President of the United Ststes of Ameri¬
ca snd ihe First Consul of the French republic,
in the name of the French people, desiring lo re¬
move all aourre of misunderstanding relative to
objects of discussion mentioned in ihe second end
fifth srticlesof the convention of the eight Venoe-
maire, an. 9, (30th September. 1800.) relative to the
righta claimed by tbe Uoiied Slates in virtue of tbe
treaty concluded at Madrid, the 27:h of October.
17V3, between hit Catholic Majesty snd the said
I nited Slates, and willing to atrenghthen the
union and friendship which at the lime of ibe said
convention was happily re-established between
the two nstinns, hsve respectively named their
plenipotrniiaries," who " have agreed to the fol
lowing artidea."
Here is ihe most distinct and cafegorial decla¬

ration of ihe two governmenta, that the matters
of claim in the second article oif the convention
of 1500 had not been ceded away, relinquished, or
set off, but they were still subsisting subjects of
demsnd sgainst France. The aame declaration
appears in equally emphatic language in the third
of these treatiea, bearing the same date.Ihe'pr*-
amhle of which recites that.

" The President of the United States of Ame¬
rica and the First Consul of the French republic,
in the name of the French people, h iving by a

treaty of this date terminated all difficultiea rela¬
tive to Louisiana, and established on a solid foun¬
dation the friendship which unitea the two na¬
tions, and being desirous, in compliance with the
second and fifth articles of the convention of Ihe
eighth Vendemaire, ninth year of the French re¬

public (30 September, 1800,) lo secure the pay¬
ment of the sums due by France to the citisens
of the United States," an J'1 have appointed pleni¬
potentiaries," who agreed to the following among
other srticles:

"Art. 1. The debts due by France to citi-
sena of ihe United Ststes, contracted before the
8th of Vpndamaire. ninth year of the French re¬

public (3-1 September, 1800.i shall be paid accord¬
ing to the following regulations, with interest at
six per cent., to commence from the periods when

.founts and vouchers were presented to the
French government.
A«t. II. "The debts provided for by the preced-

ng article are those whose result <. comprised in

the conjectural not*.* (») annexed to the presentconvention. jiuI which with (hi- interest, cannotexccc-ii tin -u.!! < i ia rul\ million® ol irauca. The
claim.- i'<>Ki|>ri»etl i't *U -i! '1 note which fall
withiu tin vA» tj>n ,»ii - o' ibe following article*shall not be admitto! (.> iJtt. Uenelit of this pro¬vision.

Aht. IV. "It is expressly agreed that the pre¬ceding articles shall comprehend no debts but
such as are due to citizens of the United States,who have !>een aud are yet creditors of France
for supplier, for embargo**, aud pr'zes made at
sea, in which the appeal ha* been properly lodgedwithiu the time mentioned in the said conven¬
tion. fcth Veudeinaire, ninth year, (30 September,18(10.)

Akt. V. "The preeediug artieles shall applyonly.1st, to captures of which the council of
prizes shall have ordered restitution, ft being well
understood that the claimant caunot have recourse
to the I nited States, otherwise than be might havehad to the government of the French republic, andonly in case of insufficiency of the captors; 2d, thedebts mentioucd in the said fifth Article of the con¬
vention contracted before the 8th Vendemaire, an.
9.(30 September, lbOO,) the paymeut of which has
been-heretofore claimed of the actual governmentof I' ranee, and for which tho creditors have a rightto the protection of the United States; the said
fifth article does not comprehend prizes whose
condemnation has been or shall be confirmed. It
is the express intention of the contracting partiesnot to extend the benefit of the present convention
to reclamations of American citizens who shall
have established houses of commerce in France,England, or other countries than the United
States, in partnership with foreigners, and who bythat reason, on the nature of their commerce,'ought to be regarded as domiciliated in the placeswhere such houses exist. All agreements and
bargains concerning merchandise, which shall not
be the properly of American citizens, are equallyexcepted from the benefit of the said convention,saving, however, to such persons their claims in
like manner as if this treaty had not been made.
Art. XII. "In case of claims for debts con¬

tracted by the government of France with citizens
of the United States since the 6th Vendemaire,ninth year, (30 September, 1800.) not bein* com¬
prised in this convention, may be pursued, and the

[ayment demanded in the same manner as if it
ad not been made."
Other articles of the treaty provide for the ap¬pointment of agents to liquidate the claims in¬

tended to be secured, and for ^he payment ofthem,
as allowed, at the treasury of the United States.
The following is the concluding clause of the tenth
article:

'. The rejection of any claim shall have no other
effect thau to exempt the United States from the
payment of it, the French government reserving
to itself the right to decide definitely on such claim
so far as it concerns itself."
Now, fro in the provisions of the treaties thus

collated, the following deductions undeniably fol¬
low, namely:

First. Neither the second article of the conven¬
tion of 1800, as it origimtlly stood,nor the retrench¬
ment of that article, nor the proviso in the ratifica¬
tion by the First Consul, nor the action of the Sen-
ale of the United Slates thereon, was regarded byeither France or the L nited States as the renounce¬
ment of any claims of American citizens againstFrance.
Secoud. On the contrary, in the treaties of 1803

the two governments took'up the question pre¬cisely where it wns left ou the day of the signa¬ture of that of 1800, without suggestion on ihe
part ot I" ranee, that the claims ofour citizens were
excluded by the retrenchment of the second arti¬
cle, or the note of the First Consul, and proceededto make ample provision for such as France could
be induced to admit were justly due, and theywere accordingly discharged in full, with interest,by the United States in tho stead and behalf oftrance.

Third. The United State's, not having admittedin the convention of 1800 that they were under
any obligations to France by reasou of the abro¬
gation of the treaties ofl77Sand 1788, perseveredin this view of the question by the tenor of the
treaties of 1S03, and therefore bad no such na¬
tional obligation to discharge, and did not, either
in purpose or in fact, at any time undertake to dis¬
charge themselves from any such obligation at
the expense and with the properly of individual
citizens of the United States.

Fourth. By the treaties of 1803, the UnitedSlates obtained from France the acknowledge¬ment and payment, as part of the indemnity for
the cession of Louisiana, of claims of citizens of
the United States for spoliation so far as France
would admit her liability in tho premises; but,
even then the United States did not relinquish
any claim of Ainerican citizens not provided for
by those treaties; so far from il, to the honor ofFrance be it remembered, she expressly reserved
to hersell the right to reconsider any rejectedclaims of citizens of the Uaited States.

Fifth. As to claims of ciliiens of the UnitedStates against France, which had been the subjectof controversy between the two countries priorto thVsignaturc of the convention of 1800, and thefurth"r consideration of which was reserved for a
more convenient tiine by the second article of that
convention ; for these claims, and these only, pro¬vision was made in the treaties of 1803.all otherclaims being expressly excluded by them fromtheir scope and purview.

It is not to be overlooked, though not necessaryto the conclusion, that by the convention betweenFrance and the United States of the 4th of July,1831, complete provision w/is made for the liqui¬dation. discharge, and payment, on both sides, of
all claims of citizens of either against the other
for unlawful seizures, capiures, sequestrations,
or destructions of the vessels, cargoes, or other
property, without any limitation of time, so as in
terms to run bacjc to the date of the last precedingsettlement, at least to that of 1S03, if not lo the
commencement of our national relations withFrance. .

The review of the successive treaties betweenFrance nnd the United States has brought mymind to the undoubting conviction that while theUnited States have in the most ample and tho
completest manner discharged their duty towards
such of their citizens as may have been at anytime aggrieved by acts of the French government,
so, also, France has ho..orably discharged herself
of all obligations in the premises towards theUnited States. To concede what this bill assumes,would be to impute undeserved reproach both toFrance and to the United States.

I am of course aware that the bill proposes onlyto provide indemnification for such valid claimsof citizens of the United States agsinst France as
shall not have been stipulated for and embraced
in Buy of thenreaties enumerated, Bui in exclud-
ing all such claims, it excludes all in fact for which
during the negotiations France could be persuaded
to agree that she was in any wise liable to theUnited States or our citizens. What remains ?And for what is five millions appropriated? Inview of what has been said, there would seem tobe no ground on whioh to raise a liability of theT n'ted States, unless it be the assumption thatthe I nited States are to be considered the insurersand the guarantor of all claims, ofwhatever nature,which nny individual citizen may have against aforeign nation. 1

franklin pierce.
Wasiiijiotos. February 17, 1855.

Supreme Court of the United State*,
Moxdat, February 19, 1865.

John E. Ward, esq., of Georgia, and Thorn¬
ton K. Lothrop, esq., of Massachusetts, were
admitted attorneys and counsellors of this
court.

No. 52. James Stevens CI. Royal Gladding,et al. Appeal from the circuit court of the
United States for Rhode Island.

Mr. Justice Curtis delivered the opinion of
the court, reversing the decree of the circuit
court with costs, and remanding the cause with
directions to award a perpetual injunction as

prayed for in the bill, and for further proceed¬
ings in conformity to the opinion of this court.
No. 73. Stephen J. Lewis's administratrix,appellant, r*. Edward R. Bell, assignee of J.

Bell, jr.
The argument of this cause was concluded

by Mr. Lawrence for the appellant.No. 26. Henry R. W. Hill et al., appellants,
vs. Jos. Meek's administrators et al.

This cause was submitted to the considera¬
tion of the court on a printed argument byMr. Benjamin, for the appellants, and by Mr,
Harris, for the appellees.

No. 41. Jesse B. Thomas's administrators,appellant, p#. Missouri Iron Company et al.
This cause was submitted to the considera¬

tion of the court on the record and printed ar¬
gument by Mr. Hill, for the appellees.No. 72. John Charles Fremont appellant,
r». The United States.
The argument of this cause was commenced

by W.Carey Jones, esq., for the appellant.Adjourned till to-morrow at 11 o'clock.

Dr. Pusey.-The English pspers state that at
the latA election at Oxford University, the Rot.
Dr. Puaey, the leader of the Romanising party,
waa elected on the government board by a verylarge vote.

Pasjiingtcu ^mtiuiL
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vVM. M. OVERTON. CH. MAURICE SMITH.
AND BEVERLEY TUCKER.

TEMUARF20,1855r
yntf O. H. P. Stkm, is our authorized agent

lor collecting accounts due this oiHce, and tor ob¬
taining new sub.scril>ere in Virginia.
W All lettera on bu«iu«M aliould be ad-

dreaved to «Th« Sentinel Office," Wa»li-
lugton.

THE VETO MESSAGE.
The French Spoliution bill, on which de¬

pended the hopes and the interests of ho many
of our people, is defeated. In justice to the
President, we lay before our readers the
reasons expressed in his elaborate message for
thus neutralizing the action aud defeating tho
wishes of a majority of both Houses of Con¬
gress. As we have heretofore had occasion to
remark, the exercise of the veto power is unre¬

stricted, and by the direct terms of the Consti¬
tution is as absolutely enjoined upon the Pres¬
ident in the event of his disapprobation of a

bill, as his sanction is required in the event of
his approval. The view taken by the Pres¬
ident in his message \n relation to this power
is sound, and the reasons which he adduces in
its support are able and conclusive.

But we regret that in the exercise of this
power, he has thus defeated a measure, which
as is well known to Qur readers, we have de¬
fended and approved. The narrative con¬
tained in the message, of our relations with
France subsequent to the treaty of 1778, and
prior to the treaty of 1800, does not strike us

as affecting at all the responsibility of the gov¬
ernment for the spq]iations committed by the
French upon our citizens. It is not our pur¬
pose, however, to enter into an argument upon
the subject. The measure for the present is
dead. The vote by which the bill was rejected
in the House on yesterday is decisive of its
fate. An attempt was made, as will be .seen

by reference to our congressional report to in¬
corporate the measure upon the civil and
diplomatic bill. Although in favor of its
passage originally, we are gratified to learn
that the proposition failed by a decided
vote. Such a scheme, if carried out, would
be a dangerous innovation, and in contra¬
vention of tho spirit of the Constitution.
Nothing would be easier than by such a course
to defeat practically Lhe whole power of execu¬
tive interference. There are certain bills which
are essential to the very existence of the gov¬
ernment. The civil and diplomatic bill is
such an one. If, therefore, Congress should
incorporate with such a bill measures of the
most objectionable character to the President,
that officer would be subjected to the serious
fpsponsibility of giving his-sanction to princi¬
ples to which he was opposed, or by the exer¬
cise of his veto to stop the wheels of Govern¬
ment.
We will irsturn to this subject in our next

issue.

NORTHBRI AMD IOCTHBKII MOW-
IOTH1RQI.XM> THEY AOBES.

Bat a few short months have elapsed since
Whigs and Whig papers, in every part of the
South, denounced in bitter and indignant terms
the abolition sympathies and proclivities of
their brethren of the Northern States. The
anti-Nebraska fever raged with terrific violence
in the non-slave holding States, and unprinci¬
pled fusion was the order of the day. Northern
Whigs of every hue and stripe fraternally
fused into an affectionate union with the Abo¬
litionists, Freesoi^prs and incendiaries. A lond
voice for repeal came up from the throats of
the Northern Whigs. Congress was flooded
with abolition petitions. The Senate and the
House were denounced with unmeasured acri¬
mony for passing the Nebraska bill. It was
proclaimed that all the elements and atoms of
abolitionism had united in a great crusade.
that Whigs and Abolitionists, saints aud sin¬
ners, Freesoilers and Temperance men, Jews,
and Gentiles, Turks, and Christians had all
fused into a formidable alliance to assail and
batter down the Sebastopol of slavery. There
was a mighty stir and a profound agitation.
The Whigs of the South became alarmed

They saw that they could not co-operate longer
with Northern Whigs, who gave such frightful
signs of unsoundness. In public and in pri¬
vate the Southern Whigs lifted up their voices
in loud condemnation of their leprous brethren
of the North. They declared that they would
no longer affiliate with them. Among the
Presses that were the most prompt and violent
in their denunciations of the Noithern Whigs,
were the Richmond Whig and the Petersburg
Intelligencer. We admired their candor and
commended their loyalty. We so expressed
ourselves. But what drew from us sincere ex¬

pressions of admiration, excited at the North
an ill-disguised alarm. Scarce was the feeling
of tli* Southern Whig* made known at the
North before open anti-slavery agitation ceased.
It ceased suddenly, and all men wondered at
the ominous silence. What was a roaring lion
became all at once a gentle lamb.
The secret of this sudden change from wrath

to meekness is easily explained.
There was an organization that allowed all

men whatever might be their opinions on slavery
to meet in harmony and mingle in love. It was
the Know-nothing organization, whose boast it is
that it "sinks the question of slavery."' North¬
ern Whigs and northern Abolitionists saw at
a glance that this organization afforded them a

safe refuge from southern condemnation.
With the instinctive sagacity that belongs to
the vicions, they saw that they could entrap
southern Whigs into a reunion. For some
time they were mum on the subject of slavery.
The u Order" spread. It spread like wild fire.
It extended South and extended West. It was

triumphantly proclaimed that it was a grent
national party that would break down all other
parties and elect the next President.

Fanatics cannot stifle their electric impulses.
They cannot long be silent. They cannot keep
.ecreta. Nor was it long before the suppressed
Abolitionism of the Northern Know-nothings
burst forth with volcanic violence. They elect¬
ed rank Abolitionists to high office, and in
public meetings ostentatiously declared the
close alliance between Free Soilism and Know-

nolhingium. To provo this we cite a few evi¬
dences ;

The following are resolutions of a Know
nothing convention recently held iu Norfolk,
Connecticut:

" 1{exulted, That in the present chaotic con¬
dition of parties in Connecticut, the only star
above the horizon is the love of human liberty
and the abhonence of slavery, and that it is the
duty of anti^slavery men to rally around there-
publican party,as an organization which invites
the united action of the people on the one

transcendiogJtiuestiou of^lave domiuiou which
now divides ine Union.

" Whereas Roman Catholicism and slavery
being alike founded and supported on the basis
of ignorance and tyranny, and being, therefore,
natural allies in every warfare ugainst liberty
and enlightenmeut; therefore be it

" Resolved, That there can exist uq real hos¬
tility to Roman Catholicism which does not em¬
brace slavery, its natural co-worker in opjoai-
tion to freedom «nd republican institutions."
The State council of Know-nothings held at

Schenectady adopted the followiug resolutions:
"Resolved, That slavery, like Papacy, J3 a

moral, social and political evil.at variance
with the spirit of our republican institutions,
and repugnant to the principles of freemen;
that it is our duty to resist its extension, and
that we cannot, as Americans, consent to the
admission io the Union of any new State whose
constitution recognizes human bondage."
On the 18th ultimo the members of the so-

called American party met in caucus, "for the
purpose of consulting upon the que^ion of
United States Senator." The follo^nig ex¬
tracts from the proceedings are taken from the
Boston Telegraph:

Mr. Prince, of Essex, "spoke strongly in fa¬
vor of General Wilson's election, and depre¬cated any yielding to the South upon the ques¬tion."

"Mr. Williams, born iu Virginia, nursed by
a slave, and had slaveholding relatives, was
formerly a pro-slavery man, but the fugitive
slave bill and the Nebraska bill had wrought
an alteration in him. 'What we want in the
South is to raise up the poor white man there,
and not to play m the hands of the slave¬
holders.'"

Mr. Warren, of Suffolk, "agreed with General
Wilson on slavery; if we put up an anti-Nebras-
ka man General Wilson will withdvaw; if not,
he will remain in the field and get all the votes
he can."

Jonathan Pierce, the head of the order of
Know-nothings, spoke next. "It had been said
that this free soil movement would eat ns up; I
doubt it,for we are allfree soilers

J. Q. A. Griffin, of Charlestown. "There was
as much need of the American party before last
year as during that year. If it had not been
for the passage of that infamous Nebraska bill,
and the utter meanness of Pierce's national
administration, the revolution would not have
speedily take place, though it might have come
in time. He wanted a man right on this ques¬
tion.the one now prominent.(slavery) worthy
to stand by the side of Charles Sumner."

Senator Pillsbury, of Hampden, said: "No
man from bis section could have come here if
he had been only an American. It was because
the party was anti-slavery, as well as American,
that it has got the majority."
The Abolition Know-nothing Lecturer, Con¬

gressman Burlingame, (we copy the report of
the Boston Telegraph,) was received with
hearty applause:

" He commenced by saying that in speaking
for freedom he should not bo choice in the
selection of terms by which to characterize
slavery. Slavery had betrayed us, and the
time had come for an outraged . people to ex¬

press their sentiments in language not to be
misunderstood.

" Mr. B. ascribed the origin of slavery to
Pope Martin V, who issued a bull sanctioning
African slavery. Itwas also sanctioned by sev¬
eral of his successors. It was brought to this
country uuder the cross and in the garb of
humanity ; but it was never sanctioned here
by positive law."
He further said ;

" lie wax encouraged by the recent elections
in the North, and iie defended the 4 -NEW
MOVEMENT,' wmcn HE SAID WA8 BORN OF PcRI-
TAN B J.OOI) AND WAS AGAINST DESPOTISM OF
all kinds. This new party should be
Jl'DOBD, LIKE OTHERS, BV ITS FRCITS. It had
elected a champion offreedom, to the United
States Senate for four years, to fill the placeof a man who was false to freedom, and not
true to slavery. For himself ne could say that
so long a^life dwelt in his bosom, so long would
'he fight for liberty, and against slavery. In con¬
clusion, he expressed the hope that soon the
time migh£ come when the sun should not rise
on a madter nor set on a slave."

"This is the party and these are the men we
fight against. Are we right?"
We commend the abo>e to the attention of

the Southern Whigs. They quit the Northern
Whigs on acconnt of their abolition senti¬
ments. For the same reasons they ought now
to abandon their Know-nothing allies of the
North.
We read, with much attention, both the Rich¬

mond Whig and the Petersburg Intelligencer.
We cannot doubt that they read with the same
care the newspapers from the North. If they
do, they cannot have failed to learn what is go¬
ing on at the North. They cannot be igno¬
rant that the Know-nothings are abolitionized.
If so, why do they cling to them, after, for the
same reason, abandoning the Northern Whigs ?
We have seen much in the Richmond Whig

written to prove that the Know nothings of New
York did not elect Senator Seward. But wa
have seen in it nothing in condemnation of tha
Massachusetts Know-nothings for electing Gen¬
eral Wilson, who endorsed "every wogl" of
Mr. Burlingamc's abolition lecture. We have
much respect for the ability and sincerity of
both the Whig and the Intelligencer, and w#
feel solicitous to know what they think of North¬
ern Know-nothingism as illustrated by the elec*
tion of an Abolitionist because he was an Abo¬
litionist. We feel solicitous to know what theythink of the resolutions of Northern Know-
nothing meetings which we have published
above. We modestly think that it is their duty
to tell theif readers in the South what they think
of these things. If they shall cut themselves
°T from the Northern Know-nothings, as theydid from the Northern Whigs (and the " order"
is mainly, if not altogether, a Whig organiza¬tion) then it ceases to be a national party. Ifsuch be the case why should it be sustained ?
A local political party is a supreme folly. We
hope that the Whigs of Virginia will not com¬
mit such a folly.

Iowa..The Legislature of Iowa adjourned ou
the 2ftth ultimo. They pasaed a law submittingthe q neat ion,of a constitutional convention to thn
people; a prohibitory liquor law waa aU0 p)U((|
which is like* ise to be submitted to the Hou|arfete. p. Moriarty, esq., of tb« Jarlson Cou,«y
Press, was chosen State printer for the next two
years. *

Mormon Temple..The Mormon TempU be¬
gun at Salt Lake City, will be much larger than
the temple built by the Mormon* at Nanvoo. It
will require ten years to complete it, and will cost
aeveral millions of dollars.


